ADOT Corridor Profile Studies (I-17, 1-19, 1-40)
Technical Advisory Committee (TAC)
DRAFT Meeting Summary
February 25, 2015

1. Welcome and Introductions

Heidi Yaqub (ADOT) opened the meeting, welcomed the attendees, and initiated the self-introductions.
The sign-in sheet is attached which also notes individuals participating by telephone.

These studies are the first three in a series of nine Corridor Profile Studies. These studies will develop a
new process and tools for performance based planning to identify needs and prioritize projects on
strategic corridors in Arizona.

2. Project Status Update

Since the last TAC meeting in September 2014, the development of the Corridor Performance System
has been completed (in coordination with ADOT Groups) and has been implemented on all three
corridors. The completion of this task culminated with Working Paper #2 which was distributed on
2/11/15. Comments on WP#2 are due on 2/27/15.

The Corridor Vision was also developed for each corridor which included the identification of corridor
performance objectives. The completion of this task culminated with Working Paper #3 which was
distributed on 2/24/15. Comments on WP#3 are due on 3/13/15.

Following the submission of WP#2 and WP#3, the development of the approach to the Needs
Assessment was initiated.

A project web site has also been created which is available at the following address:
http://azdot.gov/planning/CurrentStudies/corridor-profile-studies

3. Corridor Performance System

A collaborative process involving ADOT MPD management, the ADOT MPD project managers, and the
consultant study teams has been used to develop a Performance System. The development of the
system included coordination with various ADOT groups to provide detailed information on
performance measures and how each was calculated.

The Performance System will allow the assessment of corridor health through a performance based
system that can be applied uniformly across multiple corridors and allow the comparison of corridor
performance.

The system included five performance areas: Pavement, Bridge, Mobility, Safety and Freight. Each
performance area includes both primary measures and secondary measures which are quantitative. All
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measures are based on data which is readily available from ADOT. The primary measures have been
titled the Pavement Index, Bridge Index, Mobility Index, Safety Index, and Freight Index. Each index is a
single number that is a combination of both directions of travel. Each performance area contains a
number of secondary measures. A three-level scale was developed to characterize each the results of
each performance measure as either Good, Fair, or Poor (or Above Average, Average, Below Average).

The Performance System has been applied to each corridor. A summary of the performance results for
each corridor is included the attachments.
e Question/Comment: How is feedback from the ADOT Districts being used/applied to the
Performance System? Response: The results of the Performance System were presented to each
District and we did receive feedback which most teams documented in WP#2. The results of the
Performance System were generally supported by the Districts but some of the performance did
not match the District’s perspectives.

4. Corridor Vision and Objectives

In collaboration with the MPOs, COGs, and ADOT Districts, each study team developed a Corridor Vision
and Performance Objectives. The Vision is intended to summarize the context and function of the
corridor. The Performance Objectives were tied to the ADOT statewide goals shown in the LRTP. In
addition, emphasis areas were identified for each corridor that will have elevated performance
objectives for the corridor-wide (not segment) averages.

A summary of the Corridor Vision and Performance Objectives for each corridor are included the
attachments.

e Question/Comment: Is the bridge performance objective for I-40 realistic? Response: Likely not
in the short-tem, but could be a long-range goal.

e Question/Comment: Can/will the Emphasis Areas and Performance Objectives be updated?
Response: It is anticipated that they will be updated generally every 5 years in conjunction with
LRTP and corridor profile study updates.

e Question/Comment: Reliability on I-17 for business travel between Flagstaff and Phoenix/Sky
Harbor (that occurs on generally regular intervals) needs to be reflected in Corridor Vision.
Response: This can be addressed in the Final Report.

e Question/Comment: Vetting of Corridor Vision doesn’t seem to be very comprehensive.
Response: It is anticipated that other public outreach efforts will be conducted with updates to
the LRTP.

5. Needs Assessment

The Needs Assessment will be based on the results of the Performance System and will be a multi-step
process with the goal of identifying contributing factors to each Need. The initial step will be to identify
performance deficiencies based on a mathematical comparison of the baseline performance to the



performance objectives. Once the performance deficiencies have been confirmed/verified and have
been deemed actionable (can be address by an ADOT project, policy, or strategy), they will be identified
as Needs. A flow-chart describing the approach to the Needs Assessment is included in the attachments.
An example of Step 1 (Initial Deficiency Identification) and Step 2 (Deficiency Refinement) for the 1-40
Pavement Performance Area is also included in the attachments.

e Question/Comment: Please describe “actionable”. Response: A deficiency or need that can be
addressed by an ADOT project, policy, or strategy.

e Question/Comment: How/when do “strategic” solutions and risk assessment come into play?
Response: MAP-21 targets will need to be set (by ADOT) to compare corridors across the state.
Potential solutions will be evaluated by life-cycle cost analysis and a risk assessment later in the
process.

e Question/Comment: How do other goals in the LRTP fit in this system? Response: Economic
vitality and environmental stewardship are considered in the P2P process.

6. Next Steps

The next steps for the Corridor Profile Studies include the following:
- Receive and address review comments on WP#2 and WP#3
- Perform Needs Assessment and distribute WP#4
— Conduct workshops to discuss the Needs Assessment and brain-storm potential Solution Sets

7. Adjourn



P2P Corridor Profile Studies
Technical Advisory Committee (TAC)
Meeting Agenda
February 25, 2015

Meeting Goal — Provide an update on the results of the Performance System, development of
Corridor Vision and Objectives, and introduce the approach to Needs Assessment.

Project Status Update (AECOM)
A. Performance System
B. Vision and Objectives
C. Working Paper #2 and #3
D. Project Web Site

Corridor Performance System
A. Overview (AECOM)
B. Summary of I-17 Results (AECOM)
C. Summary of 1-40 Results (KHA)
D. Summary of I-19 Results (legacy URS)

Corridor Vision and Objectives

Overview (legacy URS)

I-19 Vision and Obijectives (legacy URS)
[-17 Vision and Objectives (AECOM)
[-40 Vision and Objectives (KHA)

oOw>

Needs Assessment
A. Overview (KHA)
B. Examples for I-40 (KHA)

Next Steps (KHA)
A. Working Paper #2 and #3 review
B. Distribute Working Paper #4
C. Solution Set development



Corridor Profile Study Technical Advisory Committee (February 25, 2015)
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' Thor Anderson ADOT MPD tanderson@azdot.gov
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\fu‘a Dhof\é— Daniel Brilliant ADOT MPD dbrilliant@azdot.gov
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Kohinoor Kar ADOT Traffic Safety KKar@azdot.gov
Jason Kelly NACOG jkelly@nacog.org
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' Misty Klann ADOT Traffic Safety MKlann@azdot.gov
Mike Kondelis ADOT Kingman District mkondelis@azdot.gov
Rod Lane ADOT Tucson District RLane@azdot.gov
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' Deng Bang Lee ADOT MPD dlee@azdot.gov
Yongai Li ADOT Materials Group YLi@azdot.gov
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! Carlos Lopez ADOT MPD clopez@azdot.gov
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Steve Mishler ADOT Tucson District smishler@azdot.gov
Craig Raborn WACOG craigr@wacog.com
Madhu Reddy ADOT Phoenix District mreddy@azdot.gov
Vie ﬂ(/\ona Nate Reisner ADOT Flagstaff District NReisner@azdot.gov
' Kevin Robertson ADOT Materials Group krobertson2@azdot.gov
Sam Sanford PAG ssanford@pagregion.com
Pedram Shafieian ADOT Materials Group pshafieian@azdot.gov
Tony Staffaroni ADOT Communications astaffaroni@azdot.gov
- Alvin Stump ADOT Prescott District AStump@azdot.gov
1 Romare Fraiyl yu € | [FHWA romare.truely@dot.gov
Kimbetly Utley I' [FHWA Kimberly.Utley@dot.gov




George Wallace ADOT SPM gwallace@azdot.gov
Rishard Weeks ADOT Traffic Safety rweeks@azdot.gov
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' Jim Windsor ADOT Phoenix District JWindsor@azdot.gov
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. MPD Management Team
A1) |Tazeen Dewan ADOT MPD tdewan@azdot.gov
AL~ |Asad Karim ADOT MPD akarim@azdot.gov
ML |Mike Kies ADOT MPD mkies@azdot.gov
%/ Heidi Yaqub ADOT MPD hyaqub@azdot.gov
" Consultant Management Team
% Rodney Bragg AECOM rodney.bragg@aecom.com
D'NZ David Perkins Kimley-Horn dave.perkins@kimley-horn.com
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ADOT MPD CORRIDOR PROFILE STUDIES

(1-17, 1-19, 1-40)

Technical Advisory Committee (TAC)
Meeting #2

Wednesday, February 25, 2015
10:00 A.M. — Noon
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Agenda

» Project Status Update

» Results of Corridor Performance System
» Corridor Visions and Objectives

» Needs Assessment

» Next Steps
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Project Status Update

» Development of Performance System

» Implementation of Performance System

» Coordination with ADOT Groups

» Development of Corridor Visions and Objectives

» Initiated Approach to Needs Assessment

» Working Paper #2 (Corridor Performance) - Submitted
» Working Paper #3 (Corridor Vision) — Submitted

» Created Project Web Site
http://azdot.gov/planning/CurrentStudies/corridor-profile-studies
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Corridor Performance System

» Assess corridor health through a
performance-based system

» Apply uniformly across multiple corridors
» Allow comparison of corridors

» ldentify locations that warrant further
Investigation

ADOT 4



Corridor Performance System

Pavement Index

Pavement (based on a combination of
International Roughness Index and
Cracking)

Bridge Index
Bridge (based on Deck Rating, Substructure
Rating, or Superstructure Rating)

Mobility Index

Mobility (based on combination of Current V/C
and Future V/C)

Safety Index

(based on frequency of fatal and
incapacitatinginjury crashes)

Freight Index

(based on Truck Planning Time Index)

Performance .
Primary Measure Secondary Measures
rea

Pavement Serviceability
Pavement Failure
Pavement Hot Spots

¢ Sufficiency Rating Th ree-LeVEI

Functionally Obsolete
Bridge Hot Spots Performance Scale

Current Volume/Capacity -
Future Volume/Capacity

Travel Time Index (TTI) Fair
Planning Time Index (PTI)

Road Closure Frequency -

Multimodal Opportunities

Frequency of Strategic Highway Safety
Plan Emphasis Areas

Frequency of Truck Crashes
Frequency of Motorcycle Crashes
Safety Hot Spots

Truck Travel Time Index (TTTI)
Truck Planning Time Index (TPTI)
Road Closure Duration
Clearance Restrictions
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I-17 Corridor Performance
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Segment 17-11
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' 117 Corridor Segments:

Segment 17-1: SR 101L to SR 303L (MP 215 - 222)
Segment 17-2: SR 303L to New River Rd (MP 222 - 232)
| Segment 17-3: New River Rd to Black Canyon City (MP 232 - 245)

Segment 17-4: Black Canyon City to Sunset Point (MP 245 - 253)

‘ Segment 17-5: Sunset point to SR 69 (MP 253 - 263)
Segment 17-6: SR 69 to SR 169/Cherry Rd (MP 263 - 279)
Segment 17-7: SR 169 to SR 260 (MP 279 - 288)
| Segment 17-8: SR 260 to SR 179 (MP 288 - 299)
Segment 17-9: SR 179 to Stoneman Lake Rd (MP 299 - 307)
Segment 17-10: Stoneman Lake Rd to Rocky Park Rd (MP 307 - 316)
Segment 17-11: Rocky Park Rd to Munds Park (MP 3186 - 323) K, %
Segment 17-12: Munds Park to 1-40 (MP 323-340) Lo Lo T e
e A w
17-1 17-2 17-3 17-4 17-11 17-12 Weighted Average
Pavement 3.73 3.70
Bridge 6.39 5.71 6.19 6.31 6.04 6.00 5.80 6.34
Mobility 0.75 0.60
Safety 0.83 0.77 1.20 0.88 0.94 1.10 0.87 1.09
Freight 0.67 0.74 0.75 0.75 0.74
Performance Index Scale
Pavement Bridge Mobility Safety Freight
) > —' Corridor Segment
Performance Index Summary — ; ] county Boundary
g 2 i = Urban (Rural) a1 Sty Boundary
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Bridge Index

Freight Index

Pavement Index

B Good (%) O Fair (%) B Poor (%)

'
51%

Mobility Index

Safety Index

Index Level Summary
% of corridor in each category

Bridge Performance Area Pavement Performance Area Mobility Performance Area Safety Performance Area Freight Performance Area
% of Fatal +
Incapacitating 9% of Fatal +
Closure Extent % Non-Single Injury Crashes % of Fatal + Incapacitating Closure.
. %Bridge - (occurrenceslyear/ Directional TTI Directional PTI Occupancy Involving SHSP |  Incapacitating Injury Crashes Directional TTI Directional PTI Duration
Length [WGUEEE  Bridge i LWL Future Daily | Existing Peak Hour VI mile) (all vehicles) (all vehicles) Vehicle (SOV) Top 5 Emphasis | Injury Crashes Involving (trucks only) (trucks only) i
Segment [ (Miles) 158 Sufficiency | Obsolete Index vic NB SB NB SB NB SB NB SB Opportunities Areas Behaviors [ Involving Trucks NB SB NB SB year)
17-1 7 6.76 90.95 | 31.1% 419 | 424 | 414 | 00% 0.65 0.62 099 | 085 | 100 | 1.00 | 1.03 | 1.03 0% 0% 0% 0.94 103 | 103 | 107 | 1.07 14.2
17-2 10 6.79 9273 | 14.6% 4.16 413 | 415 | 00% 0.57 0.55 034 | 050 | 1.07 | 104 | 145 [ 111 ) 31% 6% 6% 0.95 1.02 | 1.00 | 1.06 | 1.04 5.9
17-3 13 6.39 9110 | 31.3% 385 | 392 | 386 | 3.8% 0.56 0.54 065 | 025 | 1.09 | 141 [ 147 | 1.20 12.0% 1.20 0.94 101 | 103 | 104 | 1.09 3.4
17-4 8 5.71 93.97 4.25 365 | 425 | 00% 0.55 025 | 093 [ 121 [ 1.00 1.07 0.67 1.07 1.16 84
17-5 10 7.25 96.41 15.0% 4.25 409 | 402 | 00% 0.57 119 [ 124 | 120 | 114 1.21 0.88 109 [ 102 | 120 [ 1.07 12.9
17-6 16 6.19 94.82 8.5% 426 | 408 | 402 | 00% 0.36 021 | 041 | 143 F 0.74 103 | 127 | 1.08 5.3
17-7 9 6.31 91.41 0.0% 3.92 378 | 393 | 167% 0.75 107 | 127 | 115
17-8 11 6.04 89.20 13.6% 4.32 401 | 417 [ 45% 0.88 1.08 | 1.05 1.11
17-9 8 6.00 93.00 4.21 377 | 418 | 18.8% 053 0.63 0.30 10% 0% 0.75 1.29 [ 1.06 1.13
17-10 9 6.52 94.00 419 | 401 043 0.51 0.25 0% 0.74 125 | 1.07 115
17-11 7 6.91 96.48 3.73 3.50 0.36 0.43 0.23 110 [ 1.08 7% 0.94 103 | 1.02 1.06
17-12 17 5.80 92.00 3.70 3.49 0.36 0.44 0.23 137 | 105 | 1.04 | 113 [ 1.1 1.80 8% 0.93 105 | 103 [ 110 | 1.06
Weighted | o5 634 407 0.60 1.09 085
Average
Good >65 >80 <15 >3.75 >3.75 <5 <071 (0.56) <0.26 <115 <13 =17% >1.24 | <35% (44%) | <2% (11%) <9% (5%) >0.77 <115 <13 <038
Fair 50-65 | 50-80 | 15-45 |32-375| 32-375 | 5-20 s 026-153 115-133 13-15 1-17% fo7e-124 FoeS | ZE% oo |oer-0mr| 115133 13-15 | 08-186

Urban (Rural)

Urban (Rural)
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1-17 Corridor Performance Summary

Bridges & Pavement
* Generally in “good” or “fair” condition with the exception of a few isolated
locations

Mobility & Freight

* Currently “good” but projected traffic growth is expected to result in “poor”
performance in approximately 40% of the corridor by the year 2035

* Closures along the corridor generally exceed the statewide average for both
the closure frequency and duration

Safety

* Majority of the segments perform either “fair” or “poor” in the Safety Index

* Several locations of high crash frequency, including 4 segments in the
northbound direction, and 9 segments in the southbound direction

ADOT 8



1-40 Corridor Performance Summary
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1-40 Corridor Segments:

Segment 40-1: CA Borderto SR 95 TI (MP 0 - 11) i
Segment 40-2: SR 95 Tl to Kingman Area (MP 11 - 43) i
Segment 40-3: Kingman Area (MP 43 - 55)

Segment 40-4: Kingman Area to US 93 TI (MP 55 - 74)

Segment 40-5: US 93 Tl to Silver Springs Rd Tl (MP 74 - 80)

Segment 40-6: Silver Springs Rd Tl to Cross Mountain Rd T (MP 80 - 98)
Segment 40-7: Cross Mountain Rd Tl to Anvil Rock Rd T1 (MP 98 - 108)
Segment 40-8: Anvil Rock Rd Tl to Seligman Area (MP 108 - 120) 3
Segment 40-9: Seligman Area to Ash Fork Area (MP 120 - 143)
Segment 40-10: Ash Fork Area to Williams Area (MP 143 - 160)
Segment 40-11: Williams Area (MP 160 - 168)

Segment 40-12: Williams Area to Bellemont Area (MP 168 - 184)
Segment 40-13: Bellemont Area to Flagstaff Area (MP 184 - 190)
Segment 40-14: Flagstaff Area (MP 190 - 196)

4GB A

-
40-1 40-2 40-3 40-4 40-5 40-6 40-11 40-12 40-13| 40-14| Weighted Average

Pavement 3.64 3.22 3.26 3.60 3.74

Bridge 5.62 5.84 5.59 5.13 5.36 5.81 5.27 5.50 5.11 5.43
Moability

Safety 0.82 1.07 0.98 0.89 113 1.19
Freight

N Performance Index Scale
Pavement Bridge Mobility safety Freight

Interstate/Highway

#:i‘: Corridor Segment

Miles

County Boundary

18 il

1-40 Corridor Study: MP 0 to MP 196
Performance Index Summary

ity Limits

“Rural Segment (Urban Segment)
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1-40 Corridor Performance Summary

100%

90%

80%

70%

60%

50%

40%

30%

20%

10%

0%

89%

Pavement Index

Bridge Index

Mobility Index

Safety Index

Freight Index

= Poor (%)
Fair (%)
m Good (%)

Index Level Summary
% of corridor in each category

Pavement Performance Area Bridge Performance Area Mobility Performance Area Safety Performance Area Freight Performance Area
Closure
% of Fatal + Duration
Closure Extent % Non-Single Incapacitating Injury % of Fatal + (hours/
% Bridges . Existing Peak Hour (i T PTI [} Crashes Involving SHSP | Incapacitating Injury . Directional TTI Directional PTI milepost
GEVEUEE  Directional PSR Bridge | Functionally Mobility [N ViC ilep: (all vehicles) (all vehicles) | vehicle (SOV) Top 5 Emphasis Areas Crashes Involving Freight (trucks only) (trucks only) y
Segment Index EB WB | % Area Failure Sufficiency | Obsolete Daily VIC| EB WB EB WB EB WB EB WB | Opportunities Behaviors Trucks EB WB EB WB mile)
40-1 4.03 | 4.12 4.5% 81.10 5.7% 0.43 059 | 026 | 025 | 018 [ 0.09 | 122 | 106 | 1.34 | 112 10.0% 1.11 1.04 | 1.20 | 1.08 1.01
40-2 429 | 421 1.6% 5.62 88.70 6.6% 0.37 0.51 0.16 | 014 | 037 [ 0.09 | 112 | 108 | 1.19 | 1.14 Y 1.03 [ 1.01 1.07 [ 1.05 3.64
40-3 4.1 4.06 0.0% 5.84 94.52 25.2% 0.55 072 | 037 | 038 | 043 [ 022 | 129 | 118 | 148 | 1.33 11.0% 0.87 1.11 1.03 [ 1.22 [ 1.09 3.89
40-4 5.59 93.41 244% 0.56 074 | 028 | 014 | 063 [ 027 | 117 | 115 | 1.26 | 1.27 8.0% 0.81 119 | 1.08 | 1.31 1.17 6.47
40-5 3.64 4.15 5.13 94.85 21.0% 0.44 0.60 | 024 | 0.13 0.90 | 117 | 115 | 1.26 | 1.27 0.95 1.00 [ 1.02 | 1.03 | 1.08
40-6 3.22 3.42 5.36 87.52 3.4% 0.40 0.55 | 0.21 0.19 0.91 123 | 1.08 | 1.38 | 1.14 0.86 114 | 1.00 | 1.29 | 1.05
40-7 3.56 3.50 : 6.72 68.64 0.0% 0.37 0.51 0.17 | 0.16 082 | 1.11 1.08 | 117 | 1.14 0.95 1.03 | 1.00 | 1.07 | 1.04
40-8 4.09 4.02 | 3.98 8.3% 5.71 90.38 0.44 0.61 0.21 0.18 085 [ 114 | 114 | 1.21 1.21 0.91 1.05 | 1.06 | 1.08 | 1.12
40-9 4.27 393 | 424 2.2% 5.21 87.19 0.0% 0.41 057 | 019 | 020 [ 1.51 070 { 110 | 112 | 1.16 | 1.19 0.93 1.02 | 1.04 | 1.07 | 1.09
40-10 3.64 3.50 | 3.55 5.37 91.34 40.1% 0.52 072 | 022 | 0.17 1.25 | 1.25 | 1.11 1.41 1.18 0.83 117 | 1.04 | 1.32 | 1.10
40-11 3.26 3.54 | 3.63 5.81 95.07 23.5% 0.53 073 | 024 | 0.22 1.13 | 116 | 1.11 1.25 | 1.18 0.88 1.08 | 1.04 | 117 | 1.09
40-12 | 360 | 376 [ 3.94 5.27 | 80.51 045 [ 058 | 021 | 0.20 1.08 | 141 [ 141 [ 147 | 147 2.00 I 0.94 1.03 | 1.03 | 1.06 [ 1.06 | 18.08
40-13 H 3.73 | 3.52 5.50 97.11 0.0% 0.52 0.66 | 029 | 0.28 113 | 110 | 112 | 1.15 | 1.19 14.4% 1.93 25.0% 0.95 1.03 | 1.02 | 1.07 | 1.05 15.97
40-14 3.74 387 | 3.75 5.11 90.05 0.0% 0.37 048 | 024 | 0.22 113 | 1.07 | 117 | 1.14 | 1.26 16.7% 2.00 0.0% 0.91 1.03 | 1.08 | 1.06 | 1.15 14.79
Wtd Avgl 3.79 | 3.79 | 3.82 5.43 88.19 20.2% 0.45 0.61 022 | 019 | 124 | 066 | 1.16 | 1.11 1.26 | 1.19 12.9% 1.19 39.2% 14.6% 0.90 1.08 | 1.03 | 1.15 | 1.09 13.21
[Good [ >375 |  >375 | <5% | >65 | >80 [ <15% | <0.71 (0.56) [ <026 [ <115 [ <13 [ >17% | >12 | <52(45% | <6(12% | >077 | <1145 [ <13 [ <081 |
Fair |3.2-3.75 3.2-3.75 5% -20% [ 5.0-6.5| 50-80 [15% - 45% 0.71 (0.56) - 0.89 (0.76) 0.26 - 1.53 1.15-1.33 13-1.5 11%-17% | 0.8 - 1.2 |52 (45)% - 61 (53)% [6 (12)% - 14 (16)%|0.67 - 0.77| 1.15- 1.33 1.3-1.5 0.81-18.55
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1-40 Corridor Performance Summary

Pavement
* General performance is “good” or “fair” with exceptions at isolated locations
* Significant pavement failure exists at many isolated locations

Bridge
* General performance is “fair” with exceptions of “good” and “poor”
performance at isolated bridges

Mobility & Freight

e Currently “good” but projected traffic growth is expected to result in reduced
performance in approximately 30% of the corridor by the year 2035

* Eastbound closures exceed the statewide average for the entire corridor

Safety
* Majority of the corridor performs at “fair” or “poor”
* A majority of segments exceed average crashes involving trucks

ADOT 1



1-19 Corridor Performance Summary
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1-19 Corridor Segments:

Segment 19-1:
Segment 19-2:
Segment 19-3:
Segment 19-4:
Segment 19-5:
Segment 19-6:

US Border to SR 189 TI (MP 0 - 2.95)

SR 189 Tl to Sanga Gertudis Tl (MP 2.95 - 18.22)

Santa Gertudis Tl to Aravaca Rd Tl (MP 18.22 - 30.07)
Aravaca Rd Tl to Continental Rd Tl (MP 30.07 - 39.53)
Continental Rd Tl to San Xavier Rd Tl (MP 39.53 - 57.19)
San Xavier Rd Tl to I-10 (MP 57.19 - 63.70)
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1-19 Corridor Profile Study: Nogales to Junction I-10
Performance Index Summary
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1-19 Corridor Performance Summary
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Index Level Summary
% of corridor in each category

% of Fatal +

% of Fatal +

Freight

Directional | Directional I'"Fapag‘m"‘"g '"“fa."m'“
Directional Existing Peak | Closure bl PTI I'“”’V. poes, njury Directional TTI | Directional PTI
i : nvolving SHSP Crashes
PSR Future Hour VIC Extent | (all vehicles) | (all vehicles) [ o, Non- Top 5 Emphasis | Involving (trucks only) | josure
NB | SB | Failure vic NB SB NB SB | NB | SB | NB | SB SOV Areas Behaviors Trucks Duration
598 ; .0 372(396| 16.7% 028 | 017 | 017 | 0.27 | 0.27 1.01 130 | 141% 66.7% 0.0%
19-2| 5.97 89.70 4.39 4.28(426| 3.3% ) 0.56 028 | 0.30 | 0.30 | 020 | 1.16 | 113 [1.25 [ 122 [ 16.7% 1513 68.4% 15.8%
19-3| 6.18 | 93.08 357 |374[3.90] 0.0% 037 [ 045 | 021 | 023 [0.11 ] 0.19 - 1.10 147 | 146% 1.42 50.0% 10.0% 1.06 1.25
19-4 | 6.60 95.35 15.7% 354 |376(390| 0.0% 0.40 048 | 027 | 028 | 025|020 [1.06 [ 106 |1.08 [112| 155% 112 1.06 0.90
19-5| 5.30 | 90.92 21.3% 408 [397[4.02| 0.0% 0.66 077 | 051 | 0.48 | 0290 | 023 | 1.06 [ 1.08 | 1.11 | 115 | 13.1% 0.95 43.2% 3 i : 1.06 1.17
19-6] 6.10 | 77.74 18.8% 361 [354[3.57] 18.8% 0.76 | 0.31]|0.34 [ 1,00 | 1.04 [ 1.03 | 114 | 15.0% 127 | 61.1% 22.2% 0.89 1.02 | 1.09 [ 1.06 [120] 467
[Good] >65] >80 [ <15% | =375 | >375 | <5% | Varies | Varies [Varies[Vares| <026 [ <115 | <13 [ 217% | >1.18 | Varies Varies | >077 | <tis [ <13 [ <081 |
Fair [5.0-6.5| 50-80 [15%-45%| 3.2-3.75 | 3.2-3.75 | 5%-20% | Varies | Varies | Varies|Varies| 026 -1.53 [ 1.15-133 | 13-15 [11%-17%]0.84-1.18 Varies Varies |067-077] 1.15-1.33 13-15 [0.81-1855
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1-19 Corridor Performance Summary

Pavement

* Generally in “good” or “fair” condition. Segments in the “fair” condition rank
in the upper half of that threshold.

Bridge

* Every Segment falls within the “fair” condition threshold except Segment 4,
which rates “good”. Three bridges rate below the “poor” threshold — El Toro
Road OP, Pima Mine Tl, & Santa Cruz River bridge.

Mobility & Freight

e Currently “good” for current and future traffic except for urbanized Segment
6, where is rates “poor” for current and future conditions.

* Travel Time Index is “poor” near the border due to the non-freeway section in
Nogales, and in Segment 3 due to the border check point.

Safety

* Majority of the segments perform either “good” or “fair” in the Safety Index,
with Segment 1 rating as “poor”

* Several locations of high crash frequency, including 4 segments in the
northbound direction, and 3 segments in the southbound direction

ADOT 14
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Corridor Vision and Objectives

» Describe corridor context and Vision

» Relate statewide goals to performance
system

» Establish performance objectives
» ldentify Emphasis Areas

» Deficiency = comparison of measured
performance to objectives

ADOT 15
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Corridor Vision and Objectives

ADOT Statewide Long Range

Transportation Plan (LRTP) Goals

Performance Area

Corridor Goals

Improve Mobility and
Accessibility

Preserve and Maintain the State
Transportation System

Enhance Safety and Security

Mobility

Freight

Bridge

Pavement

Safety

Reduce current and future congestion

Reduce delays from non-recurring events
and incidents to enhance travel time
reliability

Reduce delays and restrictions to freight
movements and improve travel time
reliability

Reduce the number of structurally
deficient bridges

Maintain acceptable level of pavement
ride quality

Reduce fatal and serious injury crashes
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I-19 Corridor Vision

* Focus future investments on role as a major freight
corridor, including intrastate traffic and international
commerce.

* Plan for significant traffic growth, especially in the
Tucson area and truck traffic for entire corridor.

e Attain and maintain performance of infrastructure
condition, safety, and multimodal opportunities
within targeted ranges.

 Emphasis areas include Mobility, Freight, and Safety.

ADOT 17



1-19 Corridor Performance Objectives

Performance Measure

Bridge Performance Area
Bridge Index

Performance Objective

Corridor Average

Fair or better

Segment

Fair or better

Bridge Sufficiency Rating

Functionally Obsolete Bridges
Pavement Performance Area
Pavement Index

Fair or better

Fair or better

Fair or better

Fair or better

Directional Pavement Serviceability

Percent Failure
Mobility Performance Area (Emphasis Area)
Mobility Index

Existing Directional Peak Hour V/C

Future V/C

Closures

Directional Travel Time Index

Directional Planning Time Index

Non-SOV Trips
Safety Performance Area (Emphasis Area)
Safety Index

Percent SHSP Emphasis Area Behaviors for Fatal and Serious Injury Crashes

Percent Fatal and Serious Injury Truck Crashes

Percent Fatal and Serious Injury Motorcycle Crashes
Freight Performance Area (Emphasis Area)
Freight Index

Directional Truck Travel Time Index

Directional Truck Planning Time Index

Closures

Fair or better

Fair or better

Fair or better

Fair or better

Fair or better

Fair or better

Fair or better

Fair or better

Fair or better

Fair or better

Fair or better

Fair or better

Fair or better

Fair or better

Fair or better

Fair or better

Fair or better




I
I-17 Corridor Vision

Interstate-17 (I-17) from SR 101L to I-40 is and will continue to be a major

transportation corridor for commuting, commerce, and tourism. ADOT has

designated this section of I-17 as a Key Commerce Corridor and as part of

the National Primary Freight Network. The Vision for the I-17 corridor

contains the following key points:

* Meet goals and vision of ADOT Long-Range Transportation Plan and
bgAZ

* Enhance safety

* Maintain and preserve highway infrastructure

* Provide reliable route for recreational and tourist travel to/from
Northern Arizona

* Provide efficient commuting route between Metro Phoenix area and
Northern Maricopa County and Central Yavapai County

* Provide efficient commuting route between Southern Coconino County
and Flagstaff

* Provide reliable route for freight connection between I-10 and 1-40

* Provide efficient commuting route between Verde Valley and the
surrounding communities of Sedona, Prescott Valley, and Flagstaff

ADOT 19



1-17 Corridor Performance Objectives

Performance Measure

Bridge Performance Area
Bridge Index

Performance Objective

Corridor Average

Fair or better

Segment

Fair or better

Bridge Sufficiency Rating

Functionally Obsolete Bridges
Pavement Performance Area
Pavement Index

Fair or better

Fair or better

Fair or better

Fair or better

Directional Pavement Serviceability

Percent Failure
Mobility Performance Area (Emphasis Area)
Mobility Index

Existing Directional Peak Hour V/C

Future V/C

Closures

Directional Travel Time Index

Directional Planning Time Index

Non-SOV Trips
Safety Performance Area (Emphasis Area)
Safety Index

Percent SHSP Emphasis Area Behaviors for Fatal and Serious Injury Crashes

Percent Fatal and Serious Injury Truck Crashes

Percent Fatal and Serious Injury Motorcycle Crashes
Freight Performance Area
Freight Index

Fair or Better

Fair or better

Fair or better

Fair or better

Fair or better

Fair or better

Fair or better

Fair or better

Fair or better

Fair or better

Fair or better

Fair or better

Fair or better

Fair or better

Fair or better

Directional Truck Travel Time Index

Directional Truck Planning Time Index

Closures

Fair or better

Fair or better

Fair or better
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1-40 Corridor Vision

I-40 from the Arizona/California State Line to Junction I-17 is and will

continue to be a major transportation corridor for intrastate and interstate

commerce, intercity travel, and tourism. 1-40 is designated by ADOT as a

strategic highway corridor, a key commerce corridor, and part of the

National Primary Freight Network. The Vision for the 1-40 corridor contains

the following key points:

* Meet goals and vision of the ADOT Long-Range Transportation Plan and
bgAZ

* Enhance safe and reliable movement of people, vehicles, and goods

* Maintain and preserve corridor infrastructure including pavement and
bridges

* Provide reliable route for recreational and tourist travel in Northern
Arizona

» Within urbanized areas serve daily commuters and intrastate/interstate
travel in and through the urbanized areas

* Provide reliable route for freight travel through the state

* Enhance highway capacity, safety, and multimodal opportunities as
urbanized areas grow

ADOT 2



1-40 Corridor Performance Objectives

Performance Measure

Bridge Performance Area (Emphasis Area)
Bridge Index

Performance Objective

Bridge Sufficiency Rating

Functionally Obsolete Bridges
Pavement Performance Area (Emphasis Area)
Pavement Index

Directional Pavement Serviceability

Percent Failure
Mobility Performance Area

Corridor Average

Segment

Fair or better

Fair or better

Fair or better

Fair or better

Fair or better

Fair or better

Directional Travel Time Index

Directional Planning Time Index

Non-SOV Trips
Safety Performance Area (Emphasis Area)
Safety Index

Percent SHSP Emphasis Area Behaviors for Fatal and Serious Injury Crashes

Percent Fatal and Serious Injury Truck Crashes

Percent Fatal and Serious Injury Motorcycle Crashes
Freight Performance Area
Freight Index

Good

Mobility Index Good Fair or better
Existing Directional Peak Hour V/C Fair or better
Future V/C Fair or better
Closures Fair or better

Fair or better

Fair or better

Fair or better

Fair or better

Fair or better

Fair or better

Fair or better

Fair or better

Directional Truck Travel Time Index

Directional Truck Planning Time Index

Closures

ADOT

Fair or better

Fair or better

Fair or better

22
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Approach to Needs Assessment

» Based on Performance System
» Multi-step Process

» Deficiency = comparison of measured
performance to objectives

» Need = deficiency that has been verified
and is actionable

» ldentify Contributing Factors

ADOT 23



Approach to Needs Assessment

Corridor Performance Areas

Actionable
Performance-Based
Needs (corridor-
wide, by
performance area,
by corridor segment
defined by milepost
limits)

Multiple
e Deficiencies,
Common and

Overlapping
Deficiencies,

Contrasting -

Contributing |-

STEP 4
Segment-by-
Segment

Assessment for
all Performance

Areas

STEP 1 Initial Levels of
Compare Deficiency
Existing (none, low,
Performance |} medium, high)
with by Performance
Performance Area and
Objectives y
o STEP 3
Def.|c|en<fy Perform Drill-
Confirmation Down Analyses
and of
Contributing Supplemental
Causes

\/

B Databases

STEP 2
Review Completed
& Programmed
Projects,

1 Maintenance
History, Hot-Spots,

Studies, ADOT
Perspectives

Revised Levels
of Deficiency by

Performance
Area and ||
Segment

\/
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Example Initial Deficiency Assessment (Step 1)

Pavement Performance Area for 1-40

Pavement Index Directional PSR % Pavement Failure
s o Segment Length Performance
egmen (miles) Performance | Performance Level of Performance Score Performance Level of Deficiency Performance | Performance Level of Deficiency
Score Objective Deficiency Objective Score Objective Deficiency
NB SB NB SB
40-1 11 4.10 Fair or Better None 4.03 4.12 Fair or Better None None 4.5% Fair or Better None None
40-2 32 4.38 Fair or Better None 4.29 4.21 Fair or Better None None 1.6% Fair or Better None None
40-3 12 4.11 Fair or Better None 4.06 4.04 Fair or Better None None 0.0% Fair or Better None None

40-4 19 - Fair or Better Medium - 3.48 Fair or Better Medium Low
40-5 6 3.64 Fair or Better None 4.15 3.20 Fair or Better None Medium
40-6 18 3.22 Fair or Better Medium 3.42 3.22 Fair or Better Low Medium

40-7 10 3.56 Fair or Better Low 3.50 3.57 Fair or Better Low None 0.0% Fair or Better None Low
40-8 12 4.09 Fair or Better None 4.02 3.98 Fair or Better None None 8.3% Fair or Better None None
40-9 23 4.27 Fair or Better None BiS 4.24 Fair or Better None None 2.2% Fair or Better None None

40-10 17 3.64 Fair or Better None 3.50 3.55 Fair or Better Low Low
40-11 8 3.26 Fair or Better Medium 3.54 3.63 Fair or Better Low None
40-12 16 3.60 Fair or Better None 3.76 3.94 Fair or Better None None
40-13 6 3.73 3.52 Fair or Better None Low
40-14 6 3.74 Fair or Better None 3.87 3.75 Fair or Better None None

Weighted Average 3.79 Good None




Example Initial Deficiency Refinement (Step 2)

Pavement Performance Area for 1-40

Segment | Initial Deficiency Historical ) ) ) Resulting
Segment Ler.rgth from Performance Hot Spots Investment Previous Projects Programmed Projects Deficiency
(miles) Results
40-1 11 None 1 mile EB Low Previous projects in 2011-2012 None
40-2 32 None High Previous projects in 2011-2012 None
40-3 12 None Medium Previous projects in 2008 - 2010 None
40-4 19 14 miles EB, 4 miles WB Low Previous projects in 2008 2 miles RR- -TL, PL, S (FY 2016)
40-5 6 Low 4 miles WB Medium Previous projects in 2011 6 miles RR-TL, PL, S (FY 2016) m
40-6 18 6 miles EB, 11 miles WB Medium Previous project in 2011, Reconstruction in 2003 1 mile RR-TL, PL, S (FY 2016)
40-7 10 Low 2 miles NB & 1 mile SB Medium Previous project in 1999, 2008 12 miles RR-TL, PL (FY 2016) Medium
40-8 12 None 1 mile EB Medium Previous project in 1999, 2008 10 miles RR-TL, PL (FY 2016) None
40-9 23 None Medium Previous project in 2011, 2013 None
40-10 17 Low 5 miles EB, 7 miles WB High Previous projects in 1995 -2009 with reconstruction in 2003
40-11 8 3 miles EB, 1 mile WB Medium Previous projects in 1999 - 2012 2 miles RR-TL, PL (FY 2017)
40-12 16 3 miles EB, 3 miles WB High Previous projects in 2008 - 2013 11 miles RR-TL, PL (FY 2017/2018) m
40-13 6 4 miles EB, 2 miles WB Medium Previous projects in 2008 4 miles RR-TL, PL (FY 2018)
40-14 6 Low 1 mile EB, 2 miles WB Medium Previous projects in 2008 - 2010 8 miles RR-TL, PL (2018) Medium
Weighted Average None




Next Steps

» WP #2 and WP #3 review comments

» Perform Needs Assessment and
Distribute WP #4

» Solution Set Workshops

ADOT 27



